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to me a desire to raise the value of silver. It is a dangerous
method. Please read the other article I sent you, written
by me. Many of the monometallic writers in England are
interested in raising the value of "paper."

2.  I think, if you get to close reasoning, you had better
at once admit that you made a mistake in your definition of
cost of production.   Your present definition is correct down
to "labour."    After that, you seem to fall into your error
again.    Then you attribute to me the expression cost of
production "ultimately governs the value."    This was not
my doctrine; it was a* statement of what I understood to be
the economist's definition of cost of production.

3.  My assertion is, that whatever the cost of production
is with open mints at 15 ^ to 1, that will be the relative price
all over the world.    My example is the 70 years of the
French open mints.

4.  The reason why Germany demonetized has  been
given so often by me> that I took it for granted you must
have read it.    But I will give it you again.    The first
Monetary Conference at Paris, in 1868, came to a decision
in favour of gold monometallism.    It was summoned, not
for the purpose of discussing the standards, but, to discuss
an International Coinage.    The necessity of discussing the
standard arose at once, and it was in accordance with the
most recent decision, and with the  gold  gained by the
conquest of France, that Germany demonetized.    All this
is in my article, "What is a Pound?"   Nineteenth Century,
1881.

The very next meeting of a Paris Conference reversed
the previous decision, and said it would be an incalculable
disaster for silver to be demonetized.

Yours,

H. R. GRENFELL,